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ABSTRACT

A near miss underwater explosion can significantly damage
improperly shock hardened combat systems equipment and render
the ship unable to “fight hurt". MIL-S-901D currently requires
shock qualifying mediumweight eqQuipment to a "generic" shock
excitation on the Navy's Mediumweight Shock Machine (MWSM) .
This shock excitation is severe, but not always characteristic
of the actual ship structure response to an underwater
explosion. This study proposes a design modification which
will allow using a multi-DOF equipment mecunting fixture on the
MWSM which can be “"tuned” to simulate shipboard shock
characteristics determined from modal testing or previous ship
shock trial data. Equipment qualified in this manner could be

highly relied on to survive in battle.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In today's world of modern warfare the U.S. Navy must rely
on state of the art combat systems equipment to maintain its
fighting advantage over possible advisaries. However, the
high-tech nature of this equipment can lead to increased
vulnerability to mechanical shock induced failure if not
adequately packaged to withstand the severe excitations
expected from conventional and nuclear underwater weapons.
When exploded in proximity of the ship, these weapons produce
an intense pressure wave which is applied over the entire
underwater portion of the ship's hull. Although the hull is
likely to remain intact, the violent complex shock waves that
propagate throughout the ship can sufficiently damage
essential egquipment to render the ship unable to "fight hurt"
and significantly impair its mission integrity.

The Navy currently uses Military Specifications
(MIL-S-901D), *“Shock Tests, High Impact; Shipboard Machinery,
Equipment and Systems, Reqguirements For" to detail specific
shock qualification requirements £or shipboard machinery,
equipment, systems and structures which are required to resist
the effects of mechanical shock. These requirements establish
the general shock test criteria and provide the contracting

activity a basis for selecting the appropriate testing device

based on the weight category of the equipment. The weight




categories defined are; lightweight for an attached weight up
to 350 1lb; mediumweight for an attached weight up to 7400 1lb;
and heavyweight for a tctal weight up to 60,000 1b. The
lightweight and mediumweight machines are similar in that the
high impact shock is delivered to the attached equipment by
use of a hammer and anvil assembly. Heavyweight category
equipment is installed onboard a floating platform barge and
subjected to shock from an underwater explosive of known
charge and standoff geometry. Of the three weight categories
listed, this research focuses on the use of the Medium Weight

Shock Machine (MWSM) shown in Figure 1.

—— MEMMER

AL TaBLE

MAGNETC BRAKE

LFLOOR LEVEL

b —— — ) B

v v

Figure 1. The Navy High-Impact Shock Machine for
Mediumweight Equipment (MWSM). Courtesy of Clements(1972).




The MWSM delivers a vertical high impact mechanical shock
to the anvil table by means of a 3000 lb swinging hammer. The
impact between the hammer and anvil is highly elastic and the
energy is controlled by adjusting the height of the hammer
above the anvil table prior to release. Required hammer
heights are specified in MIL-S-901 based on the total weight
attached to the anvil table.

Deck mountec surface ship equipment is normally attached
to the anvil table using the standard mounting fixture which
is designed to provide a great deal of flexibility in
equipment mounting geometry. The standard fixture is shown in
Figure 2. Submarine deck mounted equipment is attached using
the coil spring soft deck simulator shown in Figure 3. When
using the standard fixture, MIL-S-901D specifies the number
and type of support channels to be used based on the equipment
weight and mounting bolt spacing. As noted by Clements (1972},
the arrangement specified in MIL-S-901D was design to keep the
calculatved maximum stress in the channels below 35,000 psi in
a static acceleration field of 50 g's. Although not by design,
using this arrangement produces an equipment excitation in the
range of 55 Hz to 72 Hz. The soft deck simulator has a natural
frequency in the range of 20 Hz to 25 Hz and is designed to
simulate the natural deck frequencies of a submarine.

Equipment tested using the =standard fixture will be
excited predominately at a single freguency in the 55 Hz to 72

Hz range which is not realistic of the excitation aboard ship.
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Figure 3. Soft Deck Simulator for MWSM. Courtesy of Hughes
Aircraft.




Onboard ship, the excitation will be a complex combination of
the natural frequencies of the ship's structure 1in the
location of the equipment installation. Shipboard vibration
may excite natural frequencies within the equipment and lead
to severe damage that would have not been detected on the
MWSM. This introduces the need to develop a replacement for
the standard fixture which will produce a shock excitation
more realistic of the local shipboard response to underwater
explosions.

This study examines the design of a multi-degree-of-
freedom fixture to be installed on the MWSM which can be tuned
to more accurately simulate shipboard shock excitation of
combat systems equipment. The shock spectrum of the excitation
input to three representative pieces ¢f equipment modeled in
the DDG-51 Class Ship Pre-Shock Trial Analysis performed by
Costanzo and Murray (1991) at the Underwater Research Division
of David Taylor Research C2nter (DTRC/UERD) is used to
identify the desired excitation response of the fixture. These
shock spectra identify the frequency components of the
equipment excitation and provide the basis for tuning the
fixture. This fixture is proposed as an economical means of

providing realistic excitations to combat systems equipments

when shock qualifying on the U.S. Navy's MWSM.




II. BACKGROUND PRESENTATION

A. THE NEED FOR A TUNED MOUNTING FIXTURE FOR THE MWSM

In an effort to the increase the survivability of ships in
battle, more attention is being focused on the shock
qualifications of combat systems equipment installed on ship.
To ensure the reliability of this equipment in a mechanical
shock environment it must first be "shock qualified" on the
appropriate shock machine. For the test to be sufficiently
valid, the mechanical shock excitation to the equipment should
be simulatecd as closely as possible to the expected local ship
structure response to an underwater explosion.

MIL-S-901D requires that the test item be mounted to the
shock machine anvil table in a manner characteristic of its
shipboard orientation. For most equipment, this reguires using
a specified number of support channels and rails which make up
the standard fixture (Figure 2). Chalmers and Shaw (1989) note
that most users of MIL-S-901D believe that using the standard
fixture on the MWSM produces a more severe, all encompassing
shock excitation than would actually be experienced onboard
ship. They provide evidence in their report that using the
standard fixture can be an undertest as well as an overtest
since a high frequency mounting will indeed pass higher

acceleration 1levels at higher frequencies, but will not




provide the resonant amplifications generated by a lower

fregquency fixture. In essence, if the ship's structure excites
the equipment at a lower frequency than was supplied by the
MWSM, the installed equipment may experience severe resonant
vibrations that were not experienced during testing. If a low
frequency fixture such as the soft deck simulator were used,
it too may be an undertest since it would not excite the
higher resonant frequencies that may be present in the
equipment. .

As noted in Corbell(1992), a finite element transient
shock analvsis of the DDG-51 Class Deck House was conducted by
the Ship Structure and Protection Department of David Taylor
Research Center (DTRC/UERD). The preliminary report by
Costanzo and Murray (1991) was obtained along with the
predicted shock analysis for various weight combat systems
equipme:sn: located on the 0-3 level of the DDG-51 class ship.
From this report, the predicted shock excitations to three
representative combat systems equipments were used as the
desired response for a tuned fixture on the MWSM. The
following equipments selected fall within the weight range of
test items normally qualified on the MWSM:

- Radar Receiver Transmitter (RT-~1293/SPS-67) 325 lbs
- Beam Programmer (MX-10873/SPY-1D) 1000 1lbs

- Radio Frequency Amplifier (AM-7159/SPY-1B) 4600 lbs




The predicted acceleration wave forms and associated shock
spectra, analyzed for maximum shock trial severity, for the
three equipments are show in Figures 4 through 6.

The shock spectra which are insensitive to small waveform
variaticns, describe the characteristic frequencies of the
shock induced excitations. The shock spectrum is generated by
plotting the maximum absolute response of a single-DOF
undamped oscillator as a function of its natural frequency
when subjected to the base excitation of interest. It is
important to note, that when attempting to compare chock
motion, the wave "form* in the time domain is much less
important than the wave "characteristics" displayed in the
shock spectrum (frequency domain). Therefore, when trying to
reproduce the shipboard excitation on the MWSM it is not
necessary to reproduce the wave form, only the frequency
components at proper acceleration amplitude 1levels. The
predicted shock spectra demonstrate that the deck house shock
environment will be significantly different than the high
energy, single frequency shock excitation produced by using
the standard fixture on the MWSM. MIL-S-901D does not require
that any particular waveform or spectrum be reproduced,
however the need for a tuned mounting fixture for the MWSM

clearly exists.
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B. " JMPARING SHIPBOARD AND TUNED MOUNTING FIXTURE RESPONSE

Extending the concept developed by Chalmers and Shaw
(1989), Corbell proposed that a two degree-of-freedom (DOF)
fixture could be designed for the MWSM that would excite an
attached piece of equipment with most of the energy
concentrated at two resonant frequencies. If the fixture was
"tunable”, a MIL-S-901D user could refer to UNDEX shock
spectra data or modal testing data for a specific area of a
ship and tune the fixture to simulate two o©of the dominant
excitation frequencies.

Figure 7 shows a comparison of the DTRC/UERD DDG-51
predicted shock spectrum for a radar receiver/transmitter to
the computer modeled shock spectra of the Standard Fixture and
two DOF fixture on the MWSM. The DTRC/UERD predictions show
significant levels cf acceleration amplitudes at 55 Hz and 155
Hz. The modeled Standard Fixture provides a high level of
acceleration at 72 Hz but does not supply a sufficient
amplitude of acceleration between 130 Hz and 170 Hz o
adequately shock qualify the radar with respect to the
DTRC/UERD predictions.

The two DOF model was "tuned" to better simulate the shock
characteristics predicted for the radar receiver/transmitter.
As can be seen from Figure 7, the two DOF model reproduced thé
equipment accelerations at the characteristic frequencies and

amplitudes of the DTRC/UERD predictions. Equipment qualified
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in this manner coulid be highly relied on to perform in a

shipboard shock environment.

C. TWO DEGREZ~OF~-FREEDOM PIXTURE MODEL
1. Coupled and Uncoupled Natural Pregquencies
The MWSM with eguipment attached was modeled as twn
mass-spring-damper systems coupled together as shown in Figure
8. The anvil, when struck by the hammer, experiences a
half-sine wave vertical acceleration impulse of approximately
one millisecond in duration. The magnitude of the impulse is

controlled by the hammer height prior to release. This impulse

S

was modeled as shown in Figure 9.

TWO-BEGREE-OF-FREEDOM FIXTURE MODEL

—Tx

M, = Upper Tier Mass
Includes: Equipmeat Mass
Mounting Hardware
K1 Effective Spring Mass

. M, = Lower Tier Mass
1« X2 includes: Intermediate Mass
Effective Spring Mass

K = Tier Stiffness

C = Tier Structural Dzmping

Figure 8. Modeled Two Degree of Freedom Fixture Subject.;i
to Base Excitatiocn.
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The mass M, represents the equipment mass and
associated mounting hardware while M; represent the
intermediate mass and support mountings. Each tier possesses
characteristic stiffness and damping properties designated by
K and C respectively.

To facilitate the solution of the mathematical model,
the equations of motion for the system can be expressed in

coordinates relative to the motion of the base, z. Expressing




the relative coordinates, y, and y, in terms of absoclute
coordinates,
yi=x,-2

V=%, -2 (1)
Vi=%,-%

Y.=X,-2
V,=%,-2 (2)
Vy=R%,-2

yields the relative coordinate transformations for
displacement, velocity and acceleration respectively. Solving

for the coupled equations ¢f motion gives the following matrix

equation:

o b e o

By assuming the structural damping is small, the

kl "kz
-k, (k,+k;)

m 0
0 m,

natural frequencies for free vibration can be found by
assuming the damped and undamped natural frequencies are

approximately equal. Neglecting the damping matrix:

I AR 4K

17




The system natural frequencies can then be found by solving

the following determinate for the system eigenvalues:

det|[K] -w; (M) ]|=0
(5)

where w,=2nf,

Defining the ratio between the upper and lower tier

masses as,

(6)

ASRS

the relationship between the system's coupled and uncoupled

natural frequencies! can be described by,

fru= | E e e S [FraE E) - RE B ()

£,,- {ff+aff+fzz+\/(fquf+f22)2—(Zflfz)2 (8)

L
vZ

1 These equations are based on the valid assumption
that the structural damping is small and that the damped and
undamped natural freguencies are eguivalent.
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where £, and f,, are the coupled system natural frequencies

and f, and f, are the uncoupled tier natural frequencies

defined by:
£=n X (9)
2n\ M,
f,=- L) (10)
21\ M,

If the desired system natural frequencies are known,
equations (7) and (8) can be iteratively solved for the
required uncoupled natural freqQquencies. Knowing the mass
associated with each tier, eguations (9) and (10) can be used
to tune the fixture to the required stiffness, K.

From the shock spectrum shown in Figure 7, Corbell
chose 60 Hz and 155 Hz as the system design resonant
frequencies of the two DOF model. Figure 10 represents the
iterative solution of equations (7) and (8) for the uncoupled
natural frequencies in graphical form. As an example, the data
was plotted as a function of the mass ratio o=1 while fixing
the lower tier natural frequency at £,=100 Hz. Choosing an
upper tier natural frequency of 94 Hz from the coordinate axis
provides the desired system natural frequencies of 60 Hz and
155 Hz. This procedure was repeated for a mass ratio of 0.7

and 1.3 as shown in Figures 11 and 12.
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2. 2Analytical Response Calculations
To determine the response of the two DOF fixture to
base excitation, the matrix equation 3 was first uncoupled

using the normalized transformation matrix,

gl} =[¢11 ¢'12]{: 1} (11 )
2 ¢21 ¢22 2

where the columns of [®P] are the mode shape vectors
(eigenvectors). The resulting uncoupled equations of motion in

natural coordinates are:
ﬁl*zc“’nth*“)fu‘h:'zl (12)

i, +2{ W, M, t00m,= -2, (13)

where { is the critical damping ratio estimated from the MWSM
calibration test data compiled by Costanzo and Clements
(1988) . Examination of the calibration data showed that the
test weight acceleration response damped out in approximately
.3 to .5 seconds after hammer impact. This corresponds to a
critical damping ratio of between three to five percent.
Figures 13 through 15 show the damped acceleration response
for the two DOF model for three values of the critical damping

ratio.
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Equations (12) and (13) where solved independently
using a continuocus-time linear system simulation. The solution
in natural coordinates was then transformed into relative
coordinates using equation (11) and then to absolute
coordinates using equation (1) and (2) to obtain the system
displacement, velocity and acceleration responses. The MATLAB™
algorithm solving the two DOF system 1s presented in
Appendix A.

The two DOF model and numerical response algorithm
provided the prerequisite information needed for designing and
predicting the response of the proposed fixture. In Chapter
IV, a semi-definite three degree of freedom model will be
introduced which accounts for the unconstrained 4500 1lb anvil
table interaction with the fixture after the time of hammer

impact.
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IIX. TWO DEGREE-OF~FREEDOM TUNED FIXTURE DESIGN

The designs discussed in this chapter are based on the two
DOF model presented in Chapter IT. Tne procedure followed was
to first identify the desired system natural frequencies for
the fixture and then determine the regquired tier naturxas
frecuencies using equations (7) and (8). Once the tier natural
frequencies were known, the required stiffness for each tier
could be detexmined using ecuations (9) and (10). The mass,
stiffness and damping for each tier were input into a
numerical algorithm to determine the fixture response to the
half-sine wave impulse shown in Figure 9. The displacements of
cach tier relative to the anvil table were determined for e
variety of hammer heights, equipment weights and system
natural frequencies. The maximum dynamic relative displacement
within the fixture was obtained for the above conditions and
then used to conduct a static stress analysis of the fixture.

A detailed procedure of the design process is presented below.

A. DESIGN OF THE TWO DOF TUNED FIXTURE
1. Design Considerations
The design phase of the research began with
identifying the two resonant frequencies desired for the
fixture. After referring with Mark McClean at Naval Sea

Systems Command, the previously desired frequencies of 60 Hz
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and 155 Hz nad been lowered to 30 Hz and 80 Hz for the goal
frequencies. Modal testing in the applicable areas of the ship
indicated that the shipboard frequencies were lower than the
DTRC/UERD predictions.

A second design consideration was cost. The Navy could
easily develop a pulse-shape matching machine capable of
reproducing shipboard shock spectra but the cost per machire
would be significant. The Navy currently has 13 MWSM in use
and replacinyg them with million dollar machines 1is not
economically feasible. The design approach was to develop a
fixture that used many of the current parts and accessories
already in use on the MWSM. By doing so, fabrication and
material cost could be minimized.

MIL-S-901D provides some general guidelines for
designers building equipment to endure shock excitations, many
of which are applicable to the fixture design. Materials
recommended for structural members are those with high yield
strength, high ductility, high fracture toughness and when
possible, light weight. Cast iron and cast aluminum have
generally proven to be unsatisfactory when used as strength
members due to their high notch sensitivity and brittleness.
Areas normally subjected to compressive stress under static
loading conditions may experience tensile stress when
subjective to the cyclic loading experienced under shock and
vibration. This fact must be kept in mind specifically when

designing welded and bolted joints. These joints tend to cause

29




stress concentrations which may be acceptable in compression
but may lead to failure in tension.
2. Preliminary Design
The following designs were based on the two degree of
freedom model shown in Figure 8. The focus here was to define
a structure with a suitable set of tier stiffness and mass
components which would provide the desired response without
vielding or structural failure. Numerous designs were explored
and then narrowed to two for this research.
a. Coil Spring Deck Design

The soft deck simulator shown in Figure 3 provides
some obvious qualities which would be quite desirable for this
design. The most significant quality being the ease in tuning
the fixture. As the weight of the attached equipment varies
the fixture is easily tuned by adding or removing spring
cartridges to maintain the desired natural frequency. A second
Qquality is the relatively large vertical displacement allowed
within the fixture. Since the relative displacement is
inversely proportional to square of the natural frequency, it
becomes increasingly necessary to allow more relative motion
between the tiers as 1lower frequencies are trying to be
obtained. The coil springs will allow up to two inches of
travel without being over stressed or becoming coil bkound.

Another feature of using coil springs is the

ability to distribute the spring force over the entire surface
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area of the table top which has two advantages. First, as
mentioned in Clements (1972), the MWSM is not a perfect
machine and does not always produce a strictly vertical
impulse on the anvil table. By distributing the sp-ing force,
the fixture becomes more stable since it can better resist
the rotational moment produced by the supported mass when its
center of gravity is not in line with the directicn of the
impulse force. Secondly, since the force is distributed, the
bending moments applied to the rigid intermediate mass (M;)
are minimized. This reduces unwanted secondary frequencies
generated by deflections within the structure o¢f the
intermediate mass.

To achieve the desired system natural freguencies
of 30 Hz and 380 Hz the required uncoupled fregquencies from
equations (7) and (8) were determined to be £,=48 Hz and £,=50
Hz . The mass ratico 0 was set equal to one with each tier mass
weighing 3000 1lbs. This would leave 1400 lbs available of the
7400 lbs allowable on the MWSM for mounting hardware and the
inclining fixture called for in MIL-S-901D. Using equations
(9) and (10) the required upper and lower tier stiffness was
determined to be K;=7.66x10° 1b/in and K,=7.06x10° 1lb/in.

The coil springs currently used in the soft deck

simulator have a stiffness®? of 2205 1lb/in and weigh

2 This is the mean stiffness per coil spring as
determined by Steve Schecter at Huches Air Craft, Fullerton,
Ca.
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approximately 15.5 lbs each. This would require 348 springs on
the upper tier and 320 springs on the lower tier for a
combined weight of 10,354 lbs for the springs alone. This is
obviously an unacceptable weight for use on the MWSM.
An alternate off-the-shelf spring was selected with
a stiffness of 6090 1lb/in, a weight of 18 1lb per spring and
similar dimensions. This would require 126 springs on the
upper tier and 116 springs on the lower tier for a total
weight of 3280 1lbs. This reduced the spring weight
significantly but still consumed too much of the weight
capacity of the MWSM. The advantages of the coil spring design
had to be abandoned for a design with a higher
stiffness~to-weight spring mechanism. The beam loading concept
used in the standard fixture was a logical choice.
b. Beam Spring Design
- Obtaining the necessary stiffness while minimizing
weight encouraged the use of beams for the spring elements.
The beam elements were modeled as being simnhly supported with
symmetric loading as shown in Figure 16. The stiffness of the

beam is given by eqQuation (14).

F
Keemzo o (14)
y
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Figure 16. Beam Bending Model for Determining Beam
Stiffness.

This design was based on using the existing
shipbuilding rails as the spring beam supports. From the
drawings of the MWSM in MIL-S-901D, this fixed L at
approximately S50 inches. The load spacing was set to 24 inches
making a=13 inches. Young's Modules was taken to be E=30x10¢
psi for steel and the area moment of inertia was set to 9.2
in' , based on the current back-to-back C channels (4x7.25%)
being used on the standard fixture. The result was a stiffness
of 2.17x10°% 1b/in with each beam set weighing approximately 70
lb. To achieve the desired natural frequencies, the lower tier
required 4 beam sets and the upper tier required 3 beam sets
for a total weight of 490 1lbs. The beams provided a
significant weight savings and became the €focus of the

detailed design.
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B. DETAIL DESIGN OF THE BEAM SPRING FIXTURE
In designing the two DOF fixture, priority was placed on
the ability to tune the fixture to achieve the desired system
natural frejuencies over the widest possible range of
equipment weights. An equally important consideration was
minimizing the weight of the fixture while still maintaining
the characteristics of the shipboard shock wave. A 1/4 scale
model of the proposed two DOF fixture is presented in Figure
17. The £. llowing paragraphs highlight the significant factors

dealt with during the design process.

1. Choice of Beams

The back-to-back C channels used or the standard
\ fixture were f£irst investigated for use in the two DOF design.
These channels would mount to the shipbuilding support rails
in the current fashion using the existing clamping method.
However, in an effort to simplify the design and to use a
symmetric cross section, I-beams were ultimately chosen. The
I-beams used in the design are W4xl1l3 beams with an area moment
of inertia of 11.3 in' resulting in a stiffness of 2.46x10°
1lb/in. By modifying the existing clamping design, the fixture
could be assembled without requiring any drilling or welding
of the I beams in areas of high stress. To achieve the system
natural frequencies desired, required four I-beams on the

bottom tier and three on the top tier. To add more flexibility

in mounting the equipment to the fixture, the design allows
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Figure 17. 1/4 Scale Model of the Proposed Two DOF Fixture
for the MWSM.




for interchanging the I-beams with the back-to-back C channels
on the upper tier.
2. Tuning The Fixture

As the equipment weight attached to the fixture
changes, = the fixture is tuned by altering the
stiffness-to-mass ratio of the upper and lower tiers. On the
upper tier, the stiffness is increased by reducing the
dimension "a" shown in Figure 16. The initial design of the
lower tier allowed for the same adjustment to alter the
stiffness. In an effort to increase the rigidity of the
intermediate mass M,, and to increase stability by lowering
the center of gravity of the entire fixture, the design was
changed fixing a=13.5 inches for the lower tier beams. The
lower tier natural frequency is adjusted by adding or removing
ballast to the intermediate mass as necessary.

When tuning the fixture, the effective mass of the
springs was taken into account. Using Furtis (1972) as a

reference, the effective mass of the spring elements was

determined to be 52% of the total beam mass. For K,, this mass

was added to the intermediate mass M,. For K,, 52% of the
spring mass was added to the upper tier mass M, and the
remaining 48% added to M; since it would be in motion with the
intermediate mass. The distribution of the effective spring
mass is some what trivial since its magnitude is quite small

rz2lative to the tier masses.




3. Intermediate Mass (M;) Design

As shown earlier in equations (7) and (8), the ratio
of the upper tier mass to lower tier mass (a) has an effect on
the system response to the uncoupisd tier frequencies. The
plot in Figure 18 depicts this relationship. For desired
system natural frequencies of 30 Hz and 80 Hz, the plect shows
the required tier natural frequencies as a function of a. As
0 1increases, the required upper tier natural fregquency
decreases while the lower tier increases. For O greatex than
1.3, the required uncoupled natural frequencies diverge very
quickly indicating that the desired system response is not
achievable. ‘lhis signifies that the intermediate mass, M,,
must be greater than or equal to 77% of the equipment mass.
The design weight of M, including the mounting hardware is
1700 lbs and will require adding ballast for equipment weights
over 2200 1lbs. The result is, M, will consume a significant
portion of the weight capacity of the MWSM and will 1limit
equipment weight to approximately 3500 1lobs. This weight
allowance, although somewhat reduced, will still allow
significant numbers of equipments to be qualifi2d with this
design.

A second design consideration for M, was that it must
be stiff enough to appear as a rigid body to the rest of the
fixture. This would prevent unwanted dJdeflections and
vibrations not associated with the desired system response.

The necessary stiffness was achieved by forming a grid
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structure of I-beams with an overall stiffness of 1.0x10’
l1b/in which is approximately 13 times higher than K; or K,.
To preclude the nced for fabricating a different
spring beam for the wupper tier and lower tier, the
intermediate mass M, provides the same mounting geometry as
the shipbuilding support rails mounted on the MWSM anvil
table. This allows interchanging the upper and lower tier
springs as well as the back-to-back C channels currently used
as part of the standard fixture. In some instances, mounting
equipment on the upper tier with back-to-back C channels will
be more convenient and provide more flexibility in tuning the

fixture.

C. STRESS ANALYSIS OF THE TWO DOF FIXTURE

Considering cnly deflections in the vertical direction,
evaluation of the most likely modes of failure focused on the
tensile étress in the fasteners and bending stress in the
spring beams and clamps. The numeric model was loaded to its
weight capacity and then excited with the maximum expected
acceleration level. The upper tier weight was set to 3500 lbs
and the lower tier weight set to 2700 lbs. Using the 300 Hz
filtered data shown in Figure 19, the maximum expected anvil
acceleration was picked to be 200 g's for a five foot hammer

drop. Using these parameters in the numeric model, the

relative displacements of the upper and lower tiers with

respect to the anvil table were determined. Figure 20 is a




0]
SN B | |
[ | | !
| conamaEm— . .o I
. c‘.-o 8 ! z'g-m
BN 2 . | 88—~

300 CPS FILTER

16

Sit

P, c\ c____.___;_ . Og:—
«\3

$2'¢

o¢

sLe
o

4

HAMMER " IMPACT VELOQCITY (F¥/SEC)

|

1
|
|

i’ _
o‘)” )’

1
L .\.d
oot
! ! ‘ |\oo
N 1
. - I.t
X
P | \\
| . | I | \
| l | ! *
: ]
I | |
i | ! I I a
y - t . e 80
: ! ' <
: : ll | T
| | | 3
i i | ;N
| ‘ | i 5
' ' i I
! H i [&]
I | ¢
. ! H Ll R
g s & & 8§ 8 °
g o 2 3 ~ =

[ 2]
(B) NOILYH3T3D0V 278VL-TUANY MV3d

Pigure 19. MWSM Peak Anvil Table Acceleration vs. Hammer
Height. Courtesy of Clemenets (1972).

40




10

L.

(spuodag) qWIL

U600 8OO L0000 900 SO0 H00 £00 200 1070
Gl 00LT = WA 1aLL, 1m0 - g \
9l 00§g = wWdam sarg saddn -1 7y

P00 = maZ g
(.8 007) 1931 § = W15} swueyy

1 i t

F19VL "HANV JHL OL JALLVTIY INJWHAOVIdSIA YAILL A THAdOW

0
€0

rAly

1o

10)

o

. N.c

£0

(saysul) INFNFOV1dSIA FALLVITY

Displacements of the Upper and Lower Tier Relative

to the Anvil Table.

Pigure 20.

41




time history plot of these displacements. The maximum
relative displacement of 0.18 inches occurs at t=.009 seconds
between the upper and lower tiers. This displacement, y, is
used in equation (15) to determine the eguivalent static

force, F. Feferring to Figure 16:

F:__TEXEE;_f (15)
a“(3L-4a)
Then from equation (16), the maximum bending moment in the
spring keam can be calculated.
M=Fa (16)

Knowing the bending moment ,M, the maximum bending stress

was determined from equation (17);

Mc
O ponding™ —F (17)

where ¢=2.0 inches for the four inch I-beam. The shear stress
in the beams was determined to be negligible and not included

in the calculations. (Shear stress 1s zeroc at the extreme

fibter were the bending stress i1s maximum) .




The equivalent static force ,F, was used correspondingly
to determine the stresses in the clamps and bolts fastening
the fixture together. The maximum stress in the spring beams
was determined to be 47 kpsi and 13 kpsi in the clamps.
Maximum tensile stress in the bolts was determined to be 7.5

kpsi.

D. DESIGN DRAWINGS AND MATERIAL SELECTICN

Detailed design CAD drawings of the proposed two DOF tuned
fixture were provided to Naval Sea Systems Command for
approval and fabrication. A set of these drawings have been
included in Appendix B of this document.

The material selected for the spring beams has a yield
strength of 50 Kkpsi. Materials selected for all other
structural elements 1is standard 36 kpsi yiel. strength mild
steel. Bolt material is high quality grade 5 carbon steel
alloy. All anaterials have been received and fabrication
expected to begin by 1 June 1993. Upon completion, the fixture
will be sent to Naval Underwater Systems Center, New London,

Ct. for testing.

E. PREDICTED RESPONSE FOR THE TWO DOF FIXTURE

To predict the performance of the proposed two DOF
fixture, a sensitivity analysis of the model was performed to
determine the tunability and the response characteristics of

the fixture as equipment weight was varied. For the analysis,
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the desired system natural frequencies were chosen to be 20 to
40 Hz for f,, and 70 to 90 Hz for f,;. The equipment weight
including the mounting hardware varied from 500 lb to 3500 1lb.
1. Tunability of the Fixture

To examine the tunability of the fixture, a worksheet
was produced in Mathcad® which iteratively solves equations
(7) and (8) for the required uncoupled tier frequencies £, and
f, given the desired system natural frequencies £, and f,, and
the mass ratio &t. Using the worksheet, the required tuning can
easily be determined as equipment weight or desired system
natural frequencies change. A copy of this worksheet 1is

prcvided in Appendix C. Figure 21 shows the achievable system

SYSTEM NATURAL FREQUENCIES AS A FUNCTION OF UPPER TIER WEIGHT
100
w \Wn\ _ P
2 Upper Tier 3 Upper Tier
€ Beams »€—~— Beams
Frequency 4,
(Hz) ~—
fn
© - A—— -
|
20 ) -
00 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 1500
Upper Tier Weight (Lbs)
Pigure 21. System Natural Frequencies as a Function of the

Upper Tier Weight
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TABLE I. TUNING FOR VARIOUS UPPER TIER WEIGHTS.

Upper Tier 'Lower Tier |"a" Upper| # Beams fn, fn,
Weight! '  Weight Tier? Upper (Hz) (Hz)
(1b) (1b) (inches) Tigf_
500 2500 16 2 54 98
750 2500 16 2 49 88
1000 2500 16 2 45 83
1250 2500 16 2 42 80
1500 2500 16 2 38 79
1750 2500 16 2 36 78
2000 2500 16 2 34 77
2250 2500 16 2 32 76
2500 2500 15 2 32 77
2750 2500 15 2 30 77
3000 2700 14 3 33 84
3250 2700 14 3 32 83
3500 2700 l4a 3 31 83

-Upper tier weight 1includes equipment, mounting hardware and
effective spring weight.
2-Upper tier equiment mounting spacing. Refer to figure 16.

natural frequencies as the weight of the upper tier is varied
between 500 and 3500 lbs. TABLE I shows the necessary
adjustments which would be required to tune the fixture. The
sharp rise in system natural frequencies for upper tier
weights less than 1500 lbs indicates that adding ballast to
the upper tier may be required for some 1light weight

equipment.




A second analysis was performed to determine the range of
system natural frequencies obtainable for a specified
equipment weight. The equipment weight was given to be 2500
lbs and the fixture tuned by varying the weight of M, and
adjusting the equipment mounting spacing ("a" in Figure 16).
For an equipment weight of 2500 lbs, Figure 22 demonstrates
the obtainable system natural frequencies. The data provided
in TABLE Il indicates the necessary adjustments. Figures 21
and 22 demonstrate that this fixture design could be tuned to
the desired system natural frequencies under a variety of

lcading conditions.

Range Of System Natural Frequencies

120

’ A
100 — ~

_fm/J —]
© ]
Frequency — :
(H2) | [
60
m2
w0
- l
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 (]
Case Number (Refer to Tabila 2)

FPlgure 22. Range of System Natural Frequencies for a 2500
lb Upper Tier Weight.
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TABLE IX. TUNING FOR AN UPPER TIER WEIGHT OF 2500 LBS.

= .
Case Lower Tier | "a" Upper | # Beams fn, fn,
Number Weight Tier Upper (Hz) (Hz)
(1b) (inches)

1 2

2 2

3 2

4 2750 15 2 32 75 ||
5 2500 16 2 31 76 ||
6 2250 15 2 32 81 "
7 2250 14 2 33 83 “
8 2000 13 2 34 89 ||
9 2000 14 3 37 96 "
10 | 1750 13 3 38 ﬂj
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2. Two DOF Fixture Response Characteristics

As mentioned in Chapter II, for the fixture to be
effective, it should provide the equipment with accelerations
that are “"characteristic* of the expected shipboard
excitations. Since the desired frequencies have been lowered
by NSWC to 30 Hz and 80 Hz, it is difficult to compare the
modeled results to the DTRC/UERD predictions. However, as
shown for five different equipment weights, Figures 23 through
28 demonstrate that the modeled time history accelerations and
asscciated shock spectra provide significant amplitudes of

acceleration at the desired frequencies.
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MODELED TWO DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION
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MODELED TWO DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION
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MODELED TWO DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION
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MODELED TWO DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION

40
A 5 Foot Hammer Drop (200 g’s) |
30- 41 Upper Tier Weight = 3000 1b- 1
i Lower Tier Weight = 2500 Ib :
0 Pl -
o O A . Zew = 0.04 .
~ [ Y P ;
Z TR [ I i
o (L Bt foy A — A
f= S : ot i H e :
§ 'I/':: ‘ "\ 'i i" . \\ _". . ’ \'. ,///\1:
I L S S S S SV
— | i '|, , \\ ; \.“ “/ Y .
T N A A T
N \ V
. \\ 1 V !
-20+ i v - e e

TIME (sec)

0 002 004 006 008 0 012 014

MODELED TWO DOF FIXTURE ACCELERATION SHOCK SPECTRA

FREQUENCY (Hz)

i
=2 l I
a0 : [
D 200p - —pe s e — e
r4 T o
e i \
& P
V] 150;—— - - — yous ]
w : \ P
g 100|+— - - S \-\\ -
< II ,’/ \\\ |
i ~ .
SO .- o N~
N i
i/ 1
% 20 40 60 80 100 120

Fiqure 26. Predicted Acceleration Wave
Spectrum for 3000 1lb Upper Tier Weight.

52

Form and Shock




MODELED TWO DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION
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Figure 27. Predicted Acceleration Wave Form and Shock

Spectrum for 3500 1lb Upper Tier Weight.
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IV. SEMI-DEFINITE THREE DEGREE-OF-FREEDOM MODEL

As mentioned in Chapter II, Corbell formulated a two-
degree-of-freedom model to simulate the fixture response to
the anvil table input. The fixture model was shown in Figure
8. The input into the model was the half-sine wave base
acceleration impulse described in Figure 9. After the base
impulse passed (1 msec), the anvil table was considered
stationary and the fixture vibrated as a two DOF mass-spring-
damper system attached to a fixed foundation. This model
provided useful information required for determining the
feasibility and design of the proposed fixture. In this
chapter, a semi-definite three DOF model will be introduced
which will take into account, the 4500 1lb anvil table

interaction with the fixture after the time of hammer impulse.

A. SEMI-DEFINITE THREE DOF MODEL DERIVATION
1. Model Description

As presented in Clements (1972), the anvil table is
bolted to the machine foundation with 12, 2-inch-diameter
bolts in a manner which allows the table three inches of
vertical travel after hammer impact. This vertical distance
can be decreased by raising the table with pneumatic jacks
prior to performing the test. Approximately 50 msec after

hammer impact, the table reaches the limit of vertical travel
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and experiences a sharp "table reversal" in the form of a
fairly simple negative acceleration pulse. Since the duration
of the reversal is 2 to 4 times that of the hammer impact and
energy has been expended ir the system, the magnitude of the
acceleration pulse is much less than that caused by the
hammer. As the table falls back down on the foundation it
experiences another impulse of longer duration and
consequently lower acceleration. From the time of hammer
impact to the time of table reversal, the anvil table 1ic
unconstrained and the entire structure behaves as the semi-
definite three DOF system shown in Figure 28. Considering the
initial impact as significantly more sever than the
subsequent, it was possible to simplify the model and nct
include the table stop 1in the mathematical analysis for
determining the characteristics of the fixture response.
Referring to Figure 28, the ‘"upper tier" mass M,
represents the mass of the equipment and mounting hardware and
the effective spring mass for the upper tier. M, represents
the intermediate mass and the effective spring mass for the
lower tiexr. M, is the mass of the anvil table. The spring
stiffness is designated by K, for the upper tier and K, for the
lower. Again, as in the two DOF model, the structural damping
is considered proportional to the mass and stiffness. The
upper tier aad lower tier damping is decignated by C, and C,

respectively.
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THREE DOF MODEL

F(t)

F e 28. Three DOP Model for Fixture on MWSM.
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Referring to Clements (1972), the peak anvil table
acceleration produced by the half-sine impulse is very nearly
a linear function of the hammer impact wvelocity and 1is
essentially “independent" of the locad when it is channel
mounted. Using this information, the forcing function F(t) can
be modeled as simply the anvil acceleration times the anvil

mass and is independent of the load attached.

F(t)=(Mass,,, ;) X, (t) (18)

Since the test scnedule for the MWSM listed in MIL-S-
901D specifies the "hammer drop height" for a given table
welight, it is convenient to write F(t) as a function of the
height of the hammer drop. Referring back to Figure 19, the
300 CPS filtered data shows a linear correlation between anvil
acceleréfion and velocity with a slope of approximately 11.35
g sec/ft. Using the relation, V=J§§K, the peak anvil table
acceleration can be related to the hammer height by the

followir relation:

%, (peak)=(11.35) (32.2)y2gh
(19)

where: h=Hammer Height Above Anvil Table in Feet
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Knowing the peak acceleration of the half sine wave

impulse, the forcing function F(t) can then be modeled as:

F(t)=2933/h(M,)sin(wt) 0st<0.001 sec
F(t) =0 t>0.001 sec (20)

where: w=1000*x

The 1000 CPS filtered data shown in Figure 19
represents the table's 750 Hz longitudinal mode of damped
vibration which last for only about 5 periods and does not
significantly contribute to the motion of the fixture.

2. Mathematical Analysis of the Three DOF Model

The number of degrees of freedom of a system 1is
defined as the number of independent cocordinates necessary to
describe the motion of a system completely. For the model
shown in Figure 28, this will reguire three independent
coordinates to define the motion of the three masses of the
system. These coordinates, Xx,, x, and x;, define the absolute
displacements of the masses, M;, M, and M,, respectively. The
time derivatives of these cocrdinates yield the velocity and

acceleration:

X, 1 X, X (Displacement)
X, X, X, (Velocity) (21)
X, 0% X (Acceleration)
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The resulting equations of motion in absolute

coordinates can be written as:

mX +c X, vk, X, -, X%, -k, %,=0 (22)
myX,+ (Cy+C;) X+ (ky +k,) X, -0 %, —K, X, —C, %y~ Ky %, =0 (23)
myX,+CyX vk, X~ C, %, - K, X, =F (24)

The above equations of motion can be conveniently

expressed in the following matrix form:

m_ 0 0}, -k, 01fa] (o (25)
0 m, 0 2 (k1+k2) -kz X22=40
0 0 miix, -k, k|, \F

Since the structural damping of the fixture is small,
the system natural frequencies (free vibration) can be found
by assuming that the damping is negligible and that the damped
and undamped frequencies are egual. Neglecting damping and

assuming free vibration, equation (25) can be rewritten as:

k+k (ky+ky) -k, ||x,|<|o (26)
3 -k, k; x| (0

0 m,
0 0 m|x

m, 0 0 [ffl kl 0 X, 0




The system natural frequencies are then found by

solving the following determinant for the system eigenvalues:

det|[K] -wi (M) ]|=0
(27)

where wg,=2nf,

The solution to equation (27) is shown below in
equations (28) through (30) revealing that one of the three
system natural frequencies 1is zero. This =zero frequency

corresponds to the rigid body mode of vibration.

=0 (Rigid Body Mode) (28)

4K (29)
wnzT- _1. B- Bz_ 1K2 (Ml"’M24M])
2 M, M,M, :
. 1p, ! 1K, K,
("n3=\l 3 B+Q z-m (M, +M, +M,)
(30)
K .
where B=_1 e L
M, M, M
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As described in Chapter II, if the desired system
coupled natural frequencies £, £, and f,, are known, equations
(29) and (30) can Le iteratively solved to determine the
required uncoupled tier natural freguencies £, and f,. A
Mathcad® program is listed in Appendix C which, given the
c~sired system natural frequencies will solve for the required
tier frequencies.

Having found the system natural fregquencies, the
natural modes of vibration (eigenvectors) can be solved for

using eqguation (31).

[kfwfu’”ﬁ -k, ¢ 9, ;
-k, (ky +k,) 'wfu'mz -k, d)2,;' =0 (31)
0 -K, k,-w,;m, 2%,
i=1,2,3
Equation (25) can be transformed into natural

coordinates by introducing the transformation matrix [®) where
the columns of [®] are the eigenvectors found from equation

{31) . Using the transforming matrix;

x,] ¢ &1 ¢13T’l1
S AL SO PO LR (32)
x| ($31 32 43y l.'h
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equation (25) can be decoupled by taking advantage of the
orthogonality of the modal vectors. Applying the
transformation matrix and premultiplying by [®]T, equation

(25) can be rewritten as:

33
(®]7(M] [®] il (@] T(C] [®]16)+ [®]T(K) (@) Inl=(@)7(F) )

Assuming that the modal damping is proportional to the
mass and stiffness, equation (33) can ke decoupled and written

as three independent differential equations of motion as shown

below:

11,4200, M, + 00 M, =F, (34)
ﬁ2+2c(‘)n2f]2+mi2ﬂ2=F2 (35)
ﬁ3+2cwn3ﬁ3+w23n3=F3 (36)

FEquations (34) through (36) were solved for
displacement, velocity and acceleraticn using the MATLAB™
program provided in Appendix D. As in Chapter II, the critical
damping ratio was assumed to be 0.04. The solutions in natural
coordinates was transformed back to real coordinates by

reapplying equation (32).
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B. THREE DOF FIXTURE MODEL RESPONSE

The upper tier acceleration response to the half sine wave
impulse was modeled for the same weight and stiffness
configurations as presented for the two DOF model in Figures
23 through 27. The modeled acceleration time response and
shock spectra for five different upper tier weights are shown
in Figures 29 through 33. As can be seen from the figures, the
system natural frequencies for the three DOF model are
approximately 15 to 20 Hz nigher than for the two DOF model
and peak accelerations are less. Figures 34 through 36 show
the time response and shock spectra comparisons of the two DOF
and three DOF models.

Since the anvil table is not absolutely unconstrained due
to friction on the bolts and contact with the stops, it is
expected that the actual system natural fregquencies will fall
somewhere between those of the two DOF and three DOF models.
In the next chapter, the results of the 1/4 scale model
testing will be presented which will help better predict the

response of the actual fixture.
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MODELED THREE-DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION
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Figure 29. Three DOF Model Acceleration Wave Form and Shock
Spectrum for 1500 Lb Upper Tier Weight.
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MODELED THREE-DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION
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Figure 30. Three DOF Model Acceleration Wave Form and Shock
Spectrum for 2000 Lb Upper Tier Weight.
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MODELED THREE-DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION
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Figure 31. Three DOF Model Acceleration Wave Form and Shock
Spectrum for 2500 Lb Upper Tier Weight.
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MODELED TrIREE-DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION
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Figure 32. Three DOF Model Acceleration Wave Form and Shock

Spectrum for 3000 Lb Upper Tier Weight.
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MODELED THREE-DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION
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Figure 33. Three DOF Model Acceleration Wave Form and Shock
Spectrum for 3500 Lb Upper Tier Weight.
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COMPARING 2 DOF AND 3 DOF MODEL TIME RESPONSE
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Figure 34. 2 DOF and 3 DOF Model Time Response and Shock
Spectra Comparisons for 2500 Lb Upper Tier Weight.
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Pigure 35. 2 DOF and 3 DOF Model Time Response and Shock

Spectra Comparison for 3000 Lk Upper Tier Weight.
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COMPARH\G 2 DOF AND 3 DOF MODEL TIME RESPONSE
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V. 1/4 SCALE MODEL TERSTING AND RESULTS

To verify the mathematical simulation, a 1/4 scale model
of the fixture was fabricated for shock testing. The principal
intent of the testing was to confirm the analytical methods
employed were appropriate for the application and that the
expected frequencies characteristics could be obtained. The
following sections describe the test procedure used and the

results obtained.

A. EXPERIMENTAL SET UP

To suppiy the impulse excitation to the model, a drop
table was constructed which allowed dropping the fixture model
onto a load cell from various heights. The range of the load
cell was 0-5000 lbs with a sensitivity of 0.106 mv/lb. The
upper tier accelerometer had a range of 0-500 g's with a
sensitivity of 9.98 mv/g. Using a Hewlat Packard 3562A Dynamic
Signal Analyzer, the transfer function between the input
excitation and upper tier acceleration was obtained. The
experimental set up is shown in figure 37 and a schematic of

the instrumentation is shown in figure 38.

B. 1/4 SCALE MODEL
The fixture model was built as closely as possible to a

1/4 scale wversion of the proposed fixture. Exceptions




v ®

Figure 37. 1/4 Scale Model and Drop Table.
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included using aluminum instead of steel for the spring I-
beams and an additional 1/4 scale reduction in the weight of
the tiers. The upper tier weight as tested was 43.5 lbs, the
lower tier weight was 55.2 1lbs and the anvil table was 109.1
lbs. The per-beam-stif “ness of the aluminum I-beams was
2.09x10* lbs/in.

To help verify the boundary conditions used 1in the
mathematical model, the spring beams were mounted using the
same clamping design proposed for the full scale prototype.
The following example provides the dimensions and calculations
for determining the expected system natural frequencies for

the three DOF model.

Example: Determine System Natural Frequencies For 1/4 Scale Nhiodel Fixture;

A. SPRING STIFFNESS:

The spring stiffness is based on the following bean: modei:

Yy
- F
F
A ? iB C ° D
) x
Rl R2
Simpic Supports - Symetric Loads
1) Dimensions: Upper Tier Lower Tier
Length: L) =125 m Ly =125 mn
Load Applicaton Point: a8y =325 um a5 =325 1n .
Area Moment of Inertia: Iy 20045 I, 20045 n*
Young's Modulus; E =10-10° psi E =1010° ps:
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2) Stiffness:
From the beam bending equation: y AB=D‘ (xz ~3al- 3~Lf?
6-EIl

2

_Wa
Letx=a and F=W/2: yAB-lZ-E-I.M.a_}L)
K= W _  12E1 1b
olving for the stiffness: = - =
Solving for the stiffness Y AB az-(3-L—4-a) in
For: Upper Tier Lower Tier
12E1, 12E 1,
(Convert inches to feet) KB, = 12 KB~ =- - 12
812(3Ll-481\| 322 ::'3-1_2—43')
(per beam) KB | =2.504- 10’1;3 KB 5 =2.504-10° 2
Upper Tier Lower Tier
Input Number of Beams Per Tier: Beams | =2 Beams =2
. , _ s Ib _ s s b
Tier Stiffness: K, =5.008-10 ry K, =5008i0" —
B. SYSTEM MASSES: (Includes Effective Spring Mass)
Upper Tier Weight: (W4) Intermediata Weiqht: (W2) Anvil Table Weight: (W3)
Wl =435 WZ =552 W3 =109.1
w w W
M ) :_l_ M 2 :__2 M 3 = _3
322 322 322
ft - - ft
M, =1351 lb—- M,=1714  lb—: M3y=3388  lb—
soc’ sec? 2
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C. TIER NATURAL FREQUENCIES:

Upper Tier Lower Tier
1Ky BLE
| T I Fyz—|
2. M 2 JMa
A |2
F|,=96.904 Hz F, =86.023 Hz

D. System Natural Frequencies:

Defining B as: Bto—we—mn

[ r 1
Vi b VKK,
fnl [ ;:|B- B - IMI—M"*-M3}=
2r 2l MMMy i
First Frequency: fq1=77.762 Hz
I ;
| i 4K 'K :
fD.Z :L. ,Il|B.. ;Bz-———l 2 (MI~M2—M3 I
27:‘;2[ \ MlMZ'M_-; i

Second Frequency: [ ,=147.944 Hz

C. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

The first experiment performed was determining the static
stiffness of an assembled tier containing three spring beam
elements. Using the simply supported beam model, the expected
stiffness of the tier was calculated. The tier was then place

on a luad machine and loaded up to 1000 1lbs while measuring
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the static deflection. Figure 39 shows the analytical
stiffness versus the experimental. From the plot, the actual
stiffness was measured to ke 43,500 lb/in which is about 5
percent higher than the analytical stiffness. This result
tends to justify the simply supported boundary conditions used

in the numerical model.

EXPERIMENTAL VS. CALCULATED TIER STIFFNESS

0.028 l _
Stiffndss Of A Tier With [Three Allminum |-seams B
0.02 g /
=
0.015 - <
Displacement b
Calgulated | -~ 4+
(Inches) 001 £ -
// Hxperimettal
o

0.008 %/ .

®20 300 400 500 600 700 200 900 1000 1100

LOAD (Lbs)

Figure 39. Experimental Tier Stiffness versus Analytical.

The model was then installed on the drop table to
determine its response to a six inch table drop. Using the
load cell as the input and upper tier acceleration as the
output, the transfer function for a ten drop average was

computed using the HP 3562A. The acceleration data was
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filtered using an exponential window with a period T=400 msec.
The data collection was triggered off the load cell input
using a -5 msec trigger delay. The transfer function with
phase shift is shown in Figure 40. The experimental transfer
function reveals distinct peaks at 80 Hz and 160 Hz with
asscciated 180 degree phase shifts. These results agree very
closely with the mathematical predictions of £,,=77.8 Hz and
f,,=148 Hz.

Figure 41 shows the unfiltered load cell and acceleracion
output sampled at 10,000 Hz. The 1load cell data shows a
maximum impulse of approximately 35,000 lbs with & duration of
about 10 msec. The corresponding upper %tier acceleration is
170 g's. Usin?y a logarithmic decrement as an approximation,
the critical damping ratio was determined to be two percent.

The experimental results, although not extensive, support
the mathematical model very well. They demonstrate that using
the proposed fixture will transform the high frequency, high
impact energy o¢f the hammer-anvil impact into discrete
equipment excitation fregquencies, tunable to shipboard
conditions. With full scale fixture testirg beginning in July

1933, promising results are expected.
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x104 1/4 SCALE MODEL FOKCE INPUT - 6 INCH TABLE DROP

3.5 . — .
!
I - e - e e e
Unfiltered Data; Sample Rate = 10,000 Hz '
‘?‘.5- N e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e — . ____._.___._.._.i
|
2 2 - - e e e e ol S e _.I
= I
[64] —— — —— —_ —mm——— P —— —_— - -t
2 1.5 '
e | - ]
2yt - ——
0.5 1 — ~-——~1;- ----- e
It I |
OJI LI i ‘A l..n_.\'\“'-M S A '
-0.5i i

?.00| — !
150i B
Hoe = —
- ! Unfiltered Data; Sample Rate = 10,000 Hz l
= 1004
z F |
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Figure 41. 1/4 Scale Model Unfiltered Load Cell and

Accelerometer Qutput. Sample FreqQuency 10,000 Hz.
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VI. CONCLUBIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The mathematical model and experimental results provided
in this study demonstrate great promise in the concept of
using a tuned two DOF equipment mounting fixture on the MWSM.
Using frequencies provided by NSWC, the mathematical model
provided the required stiffness and mass parameters necessary
to design the fixture. The design was then scaled to one
quarter and an experimental model constructed for impact
testing. The results of the model testing agreed extremely
well with the results predicted from the mathematical
modeling. The following is a 1list of specific comments

concerning the tuned fixture:

- The fixture designed in this study is not expected to be
an all inclusive tuned rfixture capable of testing all
mediumweight equipment. Its specific design is to provide
excitation at 30 Hz and 80 Hz for equipment up to 3500
lbs. As more information becomes available con localized
ship structure excitation, a series of tuned fixtures can
be constructed (economically), each designed for a
specific lccation on the ship.

- Since the weight capacity of the MWSM is limited to 7400
lbs, equipment weight using a two DOF fixture will be
limited to approximately 3500 lbs. The ratio between the
upper and lower tier mass is limited requiring them to be
nearly egquivalent in magritude. From the DTRC/UERD
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predictions, this should not be a significant problem
since heavier equipment will not generally require a two

DOF fixture to simulate shipboard shock.

- The I-beam spring design will work very well for
frequencies above 25 Hz, but would not be suitable for
lower excitation frequencies. Since the spring beams are
limited to approximately sixty inches in length on the
MWSM, the vertical tier displacements required for lower
frequencies would result in excessive bending stress in
the I-beams. For this reason, it is recommended that the
coil spring desian be reinvestigated for lower "

frequencies.

~ On completion of the prototype fixture in June 1993, a
series of calibration tests will be performed to determine
the actual response of the fixture. Based on these test,
the mathematical model can be updated with structural
damping characteristics as well as adjusting the boundary
conditions if necessary. This new model will then be

available for the design of future fixtures.

The use of the two DOF equipment mounting fixture for
shock qualifying equipment on the MWSM is in line with the
Navy's goal of shock hardening ships. Incorporating this
concept into the current shock qualification procedures will
provide increased reliability of essential equipment subjected

to shock from underwater explosions.
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APPENDIX A. TWO DOF TUNED FIXTURE PROGRAM

Program TWODOF .M
Lt. David M. Cox
Naval Postgraduate School

of df Je

% This MATLAB program plots the relative displacement,
$relative velocity and absolute acceleration of a TDOF mass,
$spring, damper system subjected to base excitation (half-sine
$pulse). Additionally, the shock spectra of an undamped SDOF
$system is calculated using the TDOF upper tier acceleration
%as the base excitation to the SDOF system.

clear

$User Defined Variables

G=203 ;: % Acceleration Magnitude in g's
Wt1l=3500 ; % Weight of Upper Tier in Lbs
Wt2=2700 ; % Weight of Lower Tier in Lbs
kb=2 .6e6 ; % Stiffness per Beam

kl=3*kb; ., % Upperx Tier Stiffness in Lbs/ft
k2=4*kb; ; % Lower Tier Stiffness in Lbs/ft
zeta=.04 ; % Critical Damping coefficient

$Formulate the Base Acceleration

dt=0.0001 ; % time step for sampling
w=1000*pi ; % base excitation frequency
N=5000; ; % Number of steps
T=N*dt : % Total time record
t=[0:4dt: (N-1)*dt] ; % Time vector from t=0 te t=T
for i1i=1:N % Loop to produce half-sine wave pulse
if t(1)<=0.001

anvil(i) = G*32.2*sin(w*t (1)),

else

anvil(i) = 0;

end

end

$Calculate the mass and mass ratio
ml=Wtl1l/32.2 ;
m2=Wt2/32.2 ;
m=[{ml,0;0,m2]};
alpha=ml/m2;




%$Calculate Circular Tier Natural Frequencies
wl=sqgrt(kl/ml);
w2=sort(k2/m2);
$System Natural Fregquencies
var=sqrt((wl”"2 + alpha*wl”"2 + w272)°2 - (2*wl*w2)"2)
wnl=(1l/sqrt(2))*sgrt(wl”2 + alpha*wl”"2 + w2"2 - var)
wn2=(1/sqrt(2))*sqgrt(wl”2 + alpha*wl”2 + w272 + var)
$Uncouple the equations
ull=1;
u2l=(kl - wnl"2 * ml)/kl;
ulz=1;
u22=(ki - wn2”2 * ml)/kl;
U=[ull,ul2;u2l,u22);
$Decouple the system
M=U"'*m*U
$Stiffness Matrix
k=[kl,-kl;-k1,kl+k2]}; % coupled stiffness
K=U'*k*U
¥Force Ccefficients
FC=(U'*[~ml;-m2])
%$Solve the uncoupled Equations Of Motion
% {nddotl}+{2*zeta*wnl]) *{ndotl}+[wnl~2}*{nl}=FCil*anvil/M1l
% {nddot2)+[2*zeta*wn2] *{ndotl}+[(wn272)*{n2)=FC21l*anvil/M2

$State Space Matrix for Equation #1
Al={0,1;-(wnl"2),-2*zeta*wnl]
Bl=[0;FC(1:1)/M(1:1)];
Cl=(1,0;0,1;-(wnl"2),-2*zeta*wnl]);
D1=(0;0;FC(1:1)/M(1:1)];
(yl)=lsim(Al,B1,C1l,Dl,anvil, t);

$State Space Matrix for Equation #2

22=[0,1;~(wn2"2),-2*zeta*wn2)
B2=[0;FC(2:2)/M(4:4)];
C2=[1,0;0,1;-(wn2"2),-2*zeta*wn2j;
D2=[0;0;FC(2:2)/M(4:4)];
fy2]=1sim{(A2,B2,¢2,D2,anvil, t);

$Couple The Equations
Y1IDIS={(ull*yl(:,1) + ul2*y2(:,
Y1VEL=ull*yl{:,2) + ul2*y2(:,2
Y1ACC=ull*yl(:,3) + ul2*y2(:,3
$Absolute acceleration in g's
X1ACC=(Y1lACC+anvil')/32.2;
$Convert to in.
Y2DIS=(u2l*yl(:,1) + u22*y2(:,1))*12;
Y2VEL=u2l*yl(:,2) + u22*y2(:,2);
Y2ACC=u2l*yl(:,3) + u22*y2(:,3);
X2ACC={Y2ACC+anvil') /32.2;

1)*12;
)
)

.
’
2
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plot (t,X1ACC),grid

title ('MODELED TWO DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERATION')
xlabel{'TIME (sec)')

vlabel ('ACCELERATION (g''s)"')

gtext('5 Foot Hammer Drop (200 g'‘'s)')

gtext ('Upper Tier Weight 3500 1b')

gtext('Lower Tier Weight 2700 1b')

gtext('Zeta = 0.04"')

meta fig28.met

1non

plot(t,Y1DIS, t,¥Y2DIS),grid

xlabel ('TIME(Seconds) ')

ylabel ('RELATIVE DISPLACEMENT (Inches) ')
title('MODELED TIER DISPLACEMENT RELATIVE TO THE ANVIL TABLE')
gtext ('Hammer Height = 5 feet (200 g'‘'s)‘')
gtext('l -~ Upper Tier Weight = 3500 lb')
gtext('2 -~ Lower Tier Weight = 2700 1lb')
gtext('Zeta = 0.04")

gtext('1') ,gtext('2"')

meta £i1g20.met

pause

$Calculate the shock spectra

NF=120; % Number of Frequencies

DF=1; % Frequency Increment

SF=1; % Start Frequency
Fregq=(SF:DF:NF]; % Frequency Vector

wn=2*pi*Freq;

F=[0;-1]; % State Space Matrices
GG=[(1,0];

H=[-1];

for i=1:NF % Step Thru Natural Frequencies

E=(0,1;-(wn(i)"2),0];
GG=[wn({i1)"2,0]);
{yspec)=1lsim(E,F,GG,H,X1ACC,t) ;
xspec = yspec + X1ACC;
maxspec (i) =max(abs (xspec;);

end

plot(Freq, maxspec)

title{('MODELED TWO DOF FIXTURE ACCELERATION SHOCK SPECTRA')
xlabel ( ' FREQUENCY (Hz) ')

ylabel ( 'ACCELERATION (g''s)')

grid
gtext('fnl = 38 Hz')
gtext('fn2 = 78 Hz')

meta £ig28.met
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APPENDIX B. TUNED FIXTURE DESIGN DRAWINGS

DESIGN DRAWINGS

ITEMIZED PART LIST

| Piece umb Item Size (inches) No. Required

’ 1 Shipbuilding Channel 7x 22.7#
I-Beam WS x 18 5#
I-Beam W8 x 67#
Block 1"x21/4" x 10"
Stiftner See Figure 2 Sheet 2
[-Beam W4 x 13#
Stiffner See Figure 2 Sheet 5
Block I"x2"x51/8"
Clamp See Figure 4 Sheet |

—

L

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

—
(=)

Clamp See Figure 5 Sheet |
Washer 11/8"IDx2" OD
Hexagon Head Bolt 1"-8 x 4 1/4" Long

—
—

H
[ 8]

Notes:
1) Top flange of piece number 1 shall be burned off or
cut off to a width of 1 3/4".

2) Piece numbers 9 and 10 will be shaped to fit inner
surface of piece nunbers 1 and 6 respectively.

3) dexagon head bolts may be replaced with equivalent
allen head bnlts t» ease installation of piece 10 to
piece 2. Depending on weld thickncss and assembly
tclerance, use of a socket to tighten hexagon head
bolts may be difficult.
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APPENDIX C. MATHCAD® WORKSHEETS
APPENDIX C1

MathCad Worksheet To Find Two DOF Fixture Ucoupled Frequencies:

input the Desired Coupled Natural Frequencies: (Hz)

{1 =30.00 fn2 “80.00
Input The Mass Ratio:
Mass Ratio: o =1
Initial Guess at uncoupled frequencies: f)=40 f, =40

Given the initial guess for f1 and fp, the following equations are iteratively solved for the required
values of fy and f5.

Given

r

(f|>2+ a-(f])2+ (fz)z.. \/' (fl)2+ a-(f])2+ (f2>2]2_ (Z-f]-fﬂz

/ I

fn2=_‘F.f(r,)2+ @ (f))?+ (f2)2+\/f: ()% o ()% (.fz)?jf- (21)15)°
2

v

/f,\ _
(f = Find(f | .f,)
2/

SOLUTION

Required Uncoupled Tier Natural Frequencies: f1=49903 f,=48036 Hz
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APPENDIX C2

Mathcad Worksheet to Determine System Natural Frequencies Of Two DOF Fixture:

A. SPRING STIFFNESS:

The spring stiffness is based on the following beam model:

b 4
L
F F
PR s —)
A B ¢ D

e X
P

Rl R2

Simple Supports - Symetric Loads

Supply the following Dimensions:

1) Dimensions: Upper Tier Lower Tier
Length: L} =50 in Ly, =50 in
Load Application Point: a; =13 ap, =13 n
| Area Moment of Inertia: 1, =113 in* 1,=113 '
Young's Modulus: E =3010° psi E =30-10° psi
2) Stiffnéss:
From the beam bending equation: y ABz%' (xz +38%- 3'L)
o W2
Letx=a and F=W/2: Y AB= 12~E-I.(4 8-31)
K= W _  12EI b
Solving for the stiffness: YAB a(3-L- 4-a) in
For; Upper Tier Lower Tier

12ET1, 12E1,
(Convert inches to feet) KB, - 12 KB, = 12

8]2(31,]—48 l) 822(31_,2—482)

(per beam) KB, =2.947-10° KB 5 =2.947-10° 2
n P
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Upper Tier Lower Tier

Input Number of Bearns Per Tier: Beams | =2 Beams, =4
K| =KB |-Beams K 5 :=KB ,-Beams
Tier Stiffness: K| =5.89510° lﬁb K, =1.179:10" %’
B.SYSTEM MASSES: (Includes Effective Spring Mass):
Upper Tier Wieght: W, =2500 lbs Lower Tier Weight. ‘W, =2500 Ibs
w w
M 1 = ! M 2 :_2
322 322
My=7764 bt M,=7764  lbo—-
sec” M 1 2
a = —»
M2
Mass Ratio a:
a=]
C. TIER NATURAL FREQUENCIES: Upper Tier Lower Tier
N —
R LY BRILY:
| T— — SR
27 M 27 M
f|=43.855 Hz f5=6202 Hz

D.SYSTEM NATURAL FREQUENCIES:

~

i !

b 2 \2 2 r

Ty == (f1) r o (f)7+ ()= )0
A2

fo) =33.565 Hz

(F1) o {7 (fz)zr- (21115)°

1 “.2- (2f]f2\‘.2

e 7"4’@0““'(“)”(fz)zm-'[(fl}z*“(fl}z* (f2)°]
2

fo=81033 Hz
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Pick a Value For the Lower Tier Uncoupled Natural Frequency (F2):

Specify the Mass Ratio: o =1.0

APPENDIX C3

Mathcad Worksheet to Find Two DOF Coupled System Natural
Frequencies as a Function of the Uncoupled Tier Frequencies

F2 =48 Hz

Solve for the Coupled System Natural Frequencies as a Function of F1:

k =1.100

FNI = o

1 =40..60
PICK

FI, =k

—

N

—
AR S 2 e a2 2 AL 2
JE e (PR PR L e PR (R 2 F1 )

| - . 2
il 2 3y 2 HI ! . 2 ; ~ \
LR o (P ()T ] (F1) e 0 R (R - (261 R}

UPPER TIER COQUPLED

Fi.

18]

o
—

EEEEEEEEREEEREER

58
59
60

l

l

FN1
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APPENDIX C4

MathCad Worksheet To Find Three DOF Fixture Ucoupled Frequencies:

Input the Desired Coupled Natural Frequencies: (Hz2)

fop =30.00 fp <8000

Input The System Tier Weights: (Ibs)

W =2500 lbs W, =2500 lbs W3 '=4500 lbs
Mass Ratio: W W, W,
R B = - Y = —
W2 W3 W3
a=1 B =0.556 ¥=0.556
Supply the Program With An Initial Guess at f and fo: f, =40 H2 f, =40 Hz

Given the initial guess for f4 and fo, the following equations are iterativiey solved for the required
values of f1 and f5.

[«
rn,=J5-[(f1)2-(1 ra@)+ (f)2(1-B)- \;I[;(f])z-(l s (1) 4B = 40N By 1)

|
\ 2

_[1_[ \2 + 2 '| 2, fe 2 12 e\ 2 2.0
fnz-ﬁl(_f,/. ~(1+a)+(f2) <(I+B)+,‘;il\f1) 1+ @)+ {fy; ~(1+B)J _4-(r1) (f;‘ By~ 1)]

. \
=\ i=hnd<f1,f2}

Required Uncoupled Tier Natural Frequencies: fy=54077 Kz f,=30545 Hz
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APPENDIX C5

Mathcad Worksheet to Determine System Natural Frequencies Of Three DOF Fixture:

A. SPRING STIFFNESS:

The spring stiffness is based on the following beam model:

Y
L
F F L
A ? iB | R [
|— X
h
R R2
Simple Supports - Symetric Loads
Supply the following Dimensions:

1) Dimensions: Upper Tier Lower Tier
Length: Ly =50 1 Ly =50 1n
Load Application Puint: a] =13 1n a; =13 m
Area Moment of Inertia: 1; =113 n' Iy =113 in*
Young's Modulus: E =30-10° psi E =30-10° psi

2) Stiffness:
. L o Fx (2 2 i
From the beam bending equatior.: v AB-EA \ X"+ 3-a°- 3-L)
2
_Wa
Let x=a and F=W/2: YABS (483 D)
K= w = 12.E1 b
Solving for the stiffness: YAB al(3L- 4a) in
For: Upper Tier Lower Tier
12E1, 12E1,
(Convertinchesto feet) KB, = 12 KB, = “ 12

(per beam)

d]z'(3'Ll—4'8]) 822|\3L2~482‘|

slb

KB | =2947-10°2 610
R

KB  =2.947+10°
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input Number of Beams Per Tier:

Tier Stiffness:

Upper Tier
Beams 1 =2
K 1 = KB | -Beams

K, =5895i0° 2
ft

B. SYSTEM MASSES: (Includes Effective Spring Mass)

Upper Tier Weight: (W4)

W 22500
Wy
Ml = —
322
M, =7764 b-TL
e

C. TIER NATURAL FREQUENCIES:

Intermediate Weight: (W3)
Wy 22500

Upper Tier

—_—

LS
f, -— |—
M

9

f)=43855 Hz

D. System Natural Freguencies:

Defining B as:

First Frequency:

Second Fregquency:

Lower Ticr
Bca:n52 -4
Kz =K82»Bcams-2

Ko=1179-10" P
- ft

Anvil Table Weight: (W3)

“’3 :4500

o

sec”

M3 =139.752

ower Tier

t,y =88528 Mz




APPENDIX C6

Mathcad Worksheet to Find Three DOF Coupled Systen Natural
Frequencies as a Function of the Uncoupled Tier Frequencies

Pick a Value For the Lower Tier Uncoupled Natural Frequency (f): . =48 Hz

Input The System Tier Wieghts Wy 22500 b W, =2500 b W3 =4500 Ib
and calculate mass ratios:

:“_,I_ B :& :h
Wy W3 Wy
o= B =0.556 y=0556

Solve for the Coupled System Natural Frequencies as a Function of F1:

Define Mass/Stiffness Constant: B, \f (l +Q) .f—,. (1+PB)

T -

o, * l% ;LB - ‘j(Bk“.z- 4-;\flkj;.’r(f3:';2-(ﬁ*v+ I)J
f .= fl.!rg :':;.14 TR (P LByl |
n2, A"'Zl v JBY \] i +Y=1)
PICK i 230..50

UPPERTIER COUPLED COUPLED SYSTEW NATURAL FREQUENCIES

f]_ fnl. fn:)__ a=1 f2=48
] 1 1
30 31.593] [66.226 B | 150
31 32383 [66.763
32] 33.147] {6733 128 -
33 33882 [67.926 ’
34] 34.59 | 168553 )
35] 35269] [69.211 190 RN -
B6 3592 | [69.898
37 36542 [10616] 12 i
38 37136171365 ™ -
39) 7703 31a2] ™ M,/
4:0 38.242| |[72.949
41] R 753{ 13784 0 1
42 3924 | {14.647 EN1
E 39.702] [15.537 .
44 40138 [16.452
45 40552} [17.392
45 40.943| [18 356 . 2
ﬁ ",W 7;’_3‘4‘2‘ 0 20 40 60 80 100
48] 7667 (80551 £y
E 71393 8 Ei_;] UPPER TIER NATURAL FREQUENCY
S50 RN &32 427
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APPENDIX D. THREE DOF TUNED FIXTURE PROGRAM

% Program THRPELDOF.M

% Lt. David M. Cox

% Naval Postgraduate Sch .ol

% This program plots the relative displacement,relative

svelocity and absolute acceleration of a three DOF mass,
$spring, damper sys:em subjected to base excitation (half-sine
g$pulse). Additionally, the shock spectra of an undamped SDOF
$system is calculated using the upper tier acceleration as a
$base excitation to the SDOF system.

$User Defined Variables

HH=5 % Drop height in feet
wWt1=3000 $ Weight of Upper Tier in Lbs
Wt2=2500 $ Weight of Lower Tier in Lbs
Wt3=4500 $ Weight of Anvil Table in Lbs
kbeam=2.947e6 % Stiffness of one Beam Lbs/ft
kl=3 *kbeam % Upper Tier Stiffness in Lbs/ft
k2=4*kbeam % Lower Tier Stiffness in Lbs/ft
zeta= . 04 % Critical Damping coefficient
g=32.2 $ acceleration of gravity
$Formulate the BRase Acceleration
dt=0.0001; % time step for sampling
N=5000; % Number of steps
Tblvel=sqgrt (2*g*HH) ; % Velocity of Table after impact
PkAccel=11.35*Tblvel % From Figure 19
T=N*dt; % Total time record
t=[0:dt: (N-1)*dt]; % Time vector from t=0 to t=T
w=1C00*pi;
for i=1:N % loop to produce half-sine wave pulse
if t(:)<=0.001
Force(i) = (Wt3)*PkAccel*sin{w*t(i));
else
Force(i)= 0;
end
end

%Calculate the mass and mass ratio
ml=Wtl1l,/32.2 ;
m2=Wt2/32.2 ;
m3=Wt3/32.2 ;
m={ml,0,0;0,m2,0;0,0,m3);
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alpha=ml/mz;
beta=m2/n3;
gamma=ml/m3;
$Calculate Circular Tier Natural Frequencies
wl=sqgrt(kl/ml); :
w2=sqgrt(k2/m2);
$System Natural Freguencies
b=kl/ml + k2/m3 + (kl + k2)/m2;
wnl=0
wn2=sqrt(0.5* {b-sqgrt(b~2-(4*k1*k2)* (ml+m2+m3 )/ (ml*m2*m3))))
wn3=sqrt (0.5* (b+sqrt (b"2-(4*k1*k2)* (ml+m2+m3) / (ml*m2*m3))))
fUncouple The Equations
ull=1.0;
uz2l=1.0;
uzl=1.0;
ul2=1.0;
u22=(kl-ml*wn272)/k1l;
ul2=(-kl + (kl + k2 - m2 * wn272)*u22)/k2;
ul3=1l.0;
u23=(kl-ml*wn3~2)/kl;
u33d=(-kl + (kl + k2 - m2 * wn3"2)*u23}/k2;
U=full,ul2,ul3;u2l,u22,u23;u3l,u32,u33)
%$Decouple the System
M=U'*m*U
$Stiffness Matrix
k=(kl,-kl,0;-k1,kl+k2,-k2;0,-k2,kz]);
K= *k*U
$Force Coefficients
¥FC=U'*(0;0;1)
$Solve the Uncoupled Equations of Motion
% {(nddotl)+[2*zeta*wvnl”"2]*{(ndocl}+[(wnl~2)*{nl)=FCll*Force/M1
% {(nddot2}+[2*zeta*wn2”2]*{ndot2}+[{wn272)*{n2})=FC21*Force/M2
% {nddotl3)+[2*zeta*wn3"2]*{ndot3}+[wn3"2]1*({n3)}=FC31*Force/M3

$State Space Matrix for Equation #1
aAl=[0,1;-(wnl"2),-2*zeta*wnl);
B1l=[0;FC(1:1)/M{1:1)];
C1=(1,0;0,1;-(wnl"2),-2*zeta*wnl);
D1=10;0;FC(1:1)/M(1:1)]};
[yll=1lsim(Al,Bl1,Cl,D1l,Force, t);

$State Space Matrix for Equation #2
A2=[0,1;-(wn2"2),~2*zeta*wn2];
B2=[0;FC(2:2)/M(5:5)1;
C2=11,0:0,1;-(wn272;,-2*zeta*wt.2);
D2=(0;0;FC(2:2)/M(5:5)1];
(y2]=1sim(A2,B2,C2,D2,Force, t});




$State Space Matrix for Eguation #3
A3=[0,1;-(wn3"2),-2*zeta*wni);
B3=[0;FC{3:3)/M(9:9)]);
C3=[1,0;0,1;-(wn3"2),-2*zeta*wn3];
D3=[{0;0;FC(3:3)/M(9:9)];
[y3)=1lsim(A3,B3,C3,D3,Force,t);

$Couple the Eguations

X1DIS = ull*yl(:,1) + ul2*y2(:,1) + ul3*y3(:,1);
XIVEL = ull*yl(:,2) + ul2*y2(:,2) + ul3*y3(:,2);
X1ACC = (ull*yl(:,3) + ul2*y2(:,3) + ul3*y3(:,3))/9;
X2DIS = u2l*yl(:,1) + u22*y2(:,1) + u23*y3(:,1);
X2VEL = u2l*yl(:,2) + u22*y2(:,2) + u23*y3(:,2);
X2ACC = (u2l*yl(:,3) + u22*y2(:,3) + u23*y3(:,3))/9:;
X3DIS = u3l*yl{:,1) + u32*y2(:,1) + u33*y3(:,1);
X3VEL = u3l*yl(:,2) + u32*y2{(:,2) + u33*y3(:,2);
X3ACC = (u3l*yl(:,3) + u32*y2(:,3) + u33*y3(:,3))/qg;

plot(t,X1ACC),grid

xlabel ( 'TIME (sec)'),ylabel ('ACCELERATION (g''s)"')
title(*MODELED THREE-DOF FIXTURE UPPER TIER ACCELERAL1.DN')
gtext('5 Foot Hammer Drop (200 g''s)')

gtext('Zeta = 0.04"')
gtext('Upper Tier Weight = 3500 1lb')
gtext('Lower Tier Weight = 2700 1lb')
gtext('Anvil Weight = 4500 1lb')

meta f£ig33.met

pause

$Upper tier velocity

plot(t, X1VEL) ,grid

xlabel ('Time (sec)'),ylabel('Ve.ocity - ft/sec')
title{('PREDICTED 3-DOF MODEL UPPER TIER VELOCITY')
gtext('Wl=43.5 lbs; W2=57 1lbs; W3=109 lbs')
gtext('Drop Height=6 in; Zeta=0.02')

meta threedof.met

pause

$Relative Displacements

plot(t, (X3DIS-X1DIS)*12,t, (X3DIS-X2DIS)*12),grad
titlie('PREDICTED RELATIVE DISPLACEMENT WITH RESPECT TO ANVIL
TABLE')

xlabel ('Time (sec)'),ylabel('Displacement (in) ')}
gtext('Wl=43.5 1lbs; W2=57 1lbs; W3=109 lbs')

gtext('Drop Height=6 in; Zeta=0.02')

gtext('Upper Tier'),gtext('Lower Tier')

meta threedof.met

pause
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%$Calculate the shock spectra

NF=120;

SF=1;

DF=1;
Freq=[SF:DF:NF];
wn=2*pi*Freq;
F=(0;-11;

H=0;

for i1i=1:NF

E=[0,1;-(wn(1)"2),01];

GG=[-(wn(1)"2),0);

[spec]=1sim(E,F,GG,H,X1ACC, t) ;

maxspec (i)=max(abs(spec));
end

plot (Freqg, maxspec),grid, xlabel ( ' FREQUENCY (Hz) ')
ylabel ('ACCELERATION (g'‘'s) ‘')

title{ 'MODELED THREE DOF FIXTURE ACCELERATION SHOCK SPECTRA')

112




LIST OF REFERENCES

Chalmers,R.H. and Shaw, R.C., Using Tuned Fixtures to
Tailor MIL-5-901C, Proceedings of the 59th Shock and
Vibration Symposium, Vol. V, pp. 129-162, May, 1989.

Clements, E.W., Shipboard Shock and Navy Devices for 1its
Simulation, pp. 68-102, NRL Report 7396, 1972.

Corbell,R.D., Shock Qualification of Combut Systems
Equipment Using Tuned Mounting Fixtures on the U.S. Navy
Mediumweight Shock iiaciiine, Master's Thesis, Naval
Postgraduate School, Monterey, California, 1992.

Costanzo, F.A. and Clements, E.W., Calibration of U.S.
Navy Mediumweight Shock Machine in Accordance with STANAG
4141 and MIL-5-901D (PRELIMINARY REPORT), pp.1-5, NAVSEA
55X13, 1938.

Custanzo, F.A. and Murray, J.P., DDG-51 Class Fro-Shock
Trial Analysis, pp. 1-4, DTRC/UERD, 1991.

Furtis, D.G., Dynamics and Vibration of St .._iLures, p.
352,John Wiley and Sons, 1973.

Military Specifications, MIL-S-901D, SHOCK TESTS3, H . I .
(HIGH IMPACT); SHIPBOARD MACHINERY, EQUIPMENT AND SYSTEMS,
REQUIREMENTS FOR, 1989.




INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST

Defense Technical Information Center
Cameron Station
Alexandria, Virginia 22304-6145

Library, Code 52
Naval Postgraduate School
Monterey, California 93943-5002

Professor Y.S. Shin, Code ME/Sg
Department of Mechanical Engineering
Naval Postgraduate School

Monterey, California 93943

Department Chairman, Code ME
Department of Mechanical Engineering
Naval Postgraduate School

Monterey, California 93943

Naval Engineering, Code 34
Naval Postgraduate School
Monterey, California 93943

Mr. Mark McClean, Code 06K213
Naval Sea Systems Command
Department of the Navy
Washington, D.C. 20362-5101

Mr. Edward Marsh, Code 421
Naval Underwater Systems Center
New London, Connecticut 06320-5594

Mr. Steven Schecter
Senior Scientist/Engineer

Mechanical Development Department
Surface Ships Systems Divisions
P.O. Box 3310

Fullerton, California 92634-3310

Mr. Frederick Costanzo

Naval Surface Warfare Center
Underwater Explosion Research Division
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Bldg 369
Portsmouth, Virginia 23709

Copies




10. Mr. James Murray 1
Naval Surface Warfare Center
Underwater Explosion Research Divisiocon
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Bldg 369
Portsmouth, Vixginia 23709

11. John Schull, Code 55X 1l
Naval Sea Systems Command
Department of the Navy
Washington, D.C. 20362-5101

12. David M. Cox, Lt. USN 1
2508 Salem Rd
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23456

115




